Language proficiency of dialogue interpreters, who typically work in the public service sector, is an under-researched area. Unlike as is the case with conference interpreters, there is no generally accepted definition of proficiency levels of working languages for dialogue interpreters. This article discusses language proficiency in dialogue interpreting. It presents a methodological problem, namely, how to define and determine a given interpreter's stronger and weaker working language. We discuss different methods for determining the individual interpreter's stronger and weaker working languages, such as self-assessment, demographic, socio-linguistic questionnaire and test score (Dialang). We conclude that there is a need for more research in this area.
Introduction
The most widespread type of dialogue interpreting is probably community interpreting. This type of interpreting is also called public service interpreting (PSI), as it is the type of interpreting used in many countries, and in different parts of the public sector, including medical encounters or migration interviews. It enables the majority language speaking representatives of a society to communicate with allophone language speakers such as refugees and immigrants or, indeed, indigenous minority language speakers. The participants in our study fall under this category, but we will use the term dialogue interpreter throughout this text.
The starting point for this study is a project funded by the Swedish Research council (VR 2016-01118) entitled Invisible process -cognition and working memory of dialogue interpreting. Its aim is to investigate the nature of cognitive resources in dialogue interpreting, with an array of research methods, including (1) Psychological tests measuring central executive functions of the working memory (ability to resist interference, ability to share attention between two tasks (dual tasking), ability to switch attention from one task to another (shifting)); (2) Language tests screening the language proficiency level of the interpreters' L1 and L2; (3) Video-recordings of (a) simulated semiscripted interpreted encounters, including challenges of interpreters' skills (aggressive turn-taking, long turns, challenging terminology), (b) eye-tracking of the interpreters' gaze during the encounter, and (c) retrospective interviews. In this article, we focus on the language tests.
One of the research questions in the project is whether dialogue interpreters apply different strategies for coping with cognitive load when interpreting into their L1 compared to when interpreting into their L2. Hypothesizing that the dialogue interpreter in public service interpreting often has asymmetrical language proficiency of the two working languages (see further below), we are interested in whether the asymmetry in language proficiency affects interpreting strategies and the interpreting product. In the project we have so far conducted two smaller studies, one investigating differences in (textual) strategies when working into a stronger vs. when working into a weaker language (Thomsen 2018) , and the other investigating gaze-direction under the same conditions (Tiselius & Sneed submitted) . In both studies, there are indications of differences (of strategy use and gaze-pattern) depending on whether the interpreting is carried out into the participants' weaker or stronger language.
We therefore assume that the difference between weaker and stronger language in the interpreting process certainly merits further studies. This question is also closely related to the issue of directionality in interpreting (Chang, C. & Schallert 2007; Godijns & Hinderdael 2005;  cf. also below), by which we understand interpreting from L2 to L1 or vice versa, between languages of potentially different degrees of proficiency, i.e. asymmetrical proficiency. This brings us to the purpose of this paper which can be broadly stated as follows: how can the proficiency in the working languages of a given dialogue interpreter be defined and determined (by what method and measure?) for further study?
Background

Language proficiency in interpreting
In the literature on interpreting, the assumption about the interpreter's bilingualism is that the interpreter is a language expert or has very advanced proficiency in their working languages (Moser-Mercer 1994) , but this assumption is mainly formulated within a conference interpreting context. Here, the awareness of the importance of differences in language proficiency is reflected in the established language scheme where an A-language is defined as an L1 or mother-tongue equivalent language. A B-language is defined as a near-native language over which the interpreter has full command both as a source and target language. A C-language, on the other hand, is a language of which the interpreter has a full understanding, but does not work into as the active command is not at near-native or native level (AIIC 2012). Hence, in conference interpreting, language proficiency is often formulated as a dichotomy where a language is either mastered at levels advanced enough for interpreting (A, B or C following AIIC standards) or not, and, in contrast to C-language, A and B languages are seen as functionally equivalent in the interpreting situation.
Conference interpreters tend to be rather homogenous linguistically. Although they come from diverse educational backgrounds, conference interpreters are either tested for their linguistic proficiency (and other background factors) as part of their admission test to a training programme, or they take the conference interpreting training as part (often at MA level) of a university program which also includes education in the relevant languages. This (relative) linguistic homogeneity is reflected in the established system (A, B, C language) for classifying the individual interpreter's working languages, i.e. language proficiency in his/her working languages. The impact of language proficiency has been investigated in simultaneous, sight translation or consecutive interpreting, where the interpreter would typically work into one language only (Tzou et al. 2011; Christoffels et al. 2006; de Bot 2000; Blasco Mayór 2015; Cai et al. 2015; Rosiers et al. 2015) .
As we far as we have been able to determine, there is no systematic overview available of dialogue interpreters' educational and language backgrounds. This is certainly true for Sweden, but it seems to be true for most other countries as well. In our experience 1 , dialogue interpreters are a very heterogeneous group in their linguistic and educational backgrounds, which is probably to a large extent dependent on their language combination. Those who work in dialogue settings in the public service sector are often second language speakers of the majority language, i.e. the language of the institutions they interpret for. They can be early bilinguals, having grown up with two languages (in the family, and/or at school), or, they can be late bilinguals, having acquired their second language through formal education (at school, university), or through various language courses, self-study, or using the language and interacting with its speakers 2 . This is not to say, however, that all dialogue interpreters are second language speakers of the majority language. They can be heritage speakers of the other language, or as is the case with several of the participants in our study, native speakers of the majority language, having learnt the other language as a second language. We assume, however, that whatever their language background, their language proficiency in many interpreting situations is functionally asymmetrical (de Bot 2000).
Bilingual proficiency and interpreting
In research on bilingualism, contrary to interpreting research, the approach to bilingual language proficiency has developed into a continuum rather than a dichotomy (Romaine 1995) . The individual who uses more than one language, albeit with difficulties, is at one end of the continuum and the balanced bilingual with equal mastery of two languages at the other. However, as Hulstijn (2015) points out, there are great differences in language proficiency not only for bilingual speakers, but also for monolingual speakers. Hulstijn also concludes from comparison groups in different studies on L2 proficiency that monolingual college students often serve as the reference point for studying L2 proficiency (Hulstijn 2015, 18) : "The covert underlying assumption then is that language proficiency of such college students forms the norm for L2 learners." Obviously, this does not do justice to L2 learners' proficiency. Hulstijn instead proposes that language proficiency be seen as a dichotomy, although a slightly different dichotomy than the one used in conference interpreting research. In his BLC Theory, Hulstijn divides language proficiency into Basic and Higher (or extended) language cognition (BLC vs. HLC). Hulstijn then postulates that BLC is the language cognition that all native speakers have in common (2015, 21) . The HLC, on the other hand, depends on the individual's cognitive abilities as well as exposure to language. In the framework of BLC theory, Hulstijn defines the native speaker in social terms as someone who acquired the language at a young age and maintains it into adulthood, and in linguistic terms as someone who has acquired BLC and some or several aspects of HLC. Using BLC theory, it can be argued that the dialogue interpreter needs to be bilingual at basic language cognition level and master several of the higher language cognition aspects, in both L1 and L2, in order to interpret to and from two different languages. For investigating language dominance, Hulstijn proposes tests of oral reception and production over reading and writing. Furthermore, in a discussion on the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), Hulstijn argues that many L1 speakers will never reach the highest levels of that framework (C1 or C2) as they require advanced intellectual proficiency.
Testing interpreters' language proficiency
In research on interpreting, different studies determine participants' actual language proficiency in different ways; e.g., it can be tested with instruments developed for other purposes (e.g. TOEFL as in Tzou et. al. 2011 or Blasco Mayór 2015 , by self-screening (as in Dillinger 1994 or Christoffels et. al. 2006 or by looking at participants' previous study records (Jiménez Ivars et al. 2014) . Earlier research in interpreting studies and on conference interpreting has often found self-screening to be as effective as other types of tests (Dillinger 1994; de Bot 1992) . However, one difficulty with selfscreening tests in the interpreting context is to accurately formulate criteria for language proficiency relevant for the task. Moser-Mercer (1994) , in a recount of admissions tests in interpreting courses states that language proficiency is often tested either through a written translation test or through an interview and that most interpreter trainers intuitively know what language levels are required for interpreting. The way of determining language proficiency differs in studies on directionality also. Many studies do not test the actual level of language proficiency, but determine participant A or B's language either from their own statement (Chmiel 2016; Chang, C-Y. 2009; Bartłomiejczyk 2006) or via a study-specific questionnaire (Dose 2014; Nicodemus & Emmorey 2013; Chang C. & Schallert 2007) . Dialang (cf. below) has been used in a study on directionality, but the study was focusing on about translators (Pavlović & Jensen 2009 ).
For dialogue interpreting, various procedures are in place for testing in certification and/or educational contexts (Angelelli & Degueldre 2002) . To our knowledge, there are no generally accepted systems in place, in any country, to test systematically and classify the level of language proficiency of dialogue interpreters' different working languages. There are language tests for budding dialogue interpreters, e. g. in Norway (Tospråkstesten 2016) . But the result of the test is not formulated as a certain level that has been attained (in a grid of several levels), but rather 'pass' or 'fail' for the necessary language proficiency to be admitted to an interpreting course. Angelelli (2007) developed a language proficiency test for interpreting specifically aimed at medical interpreting and thus not examining a general language proficiency level. In Sweden, a test is used (in the so called folk high schools i.e. in liberal arts colleges) which seems to have a double purpose. On the one hand the test provides an initial indication of an applicant's potential ability to be able to take a basic course in interpreting, i. e., a sort of diagnostic or admission test. The test is also used in training environments for diagnostic purposes (see Unde & Wadensjö 2012; Wadensjö 2014) . It tests language proficiency through an interpreting situation which would be an interpreted roleplay between the two working languages of the relevant interpreter. However, the construction of the test makes it very difficult to tease apart the different elements/components of what is tested. Do errors and difficulties depend upon poor language proficiency, poor interpreting technique, insufficient terminological knowledge within the domain of the interpreted situation, or something else? (Further to this test, see Unde & Wadensjö 2012 on the difficulty of using role-play for diagnostic and examination purposes in dialogue interpreting. See further Wadensjö 2014.) .
There are also instances of certification or diploma tests, which test language proficiency or interpreting or both. In Australia (NAATI 3 , National Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters) and the UK (DPSI 4 , Diploma in Public Service Interpreting), interpreters are tested on interpreting tasks only. There are no language proficiency tests. The Swedish Kammarkollegiet (www.kammarkollegiet.se) authorizes Swedish interpreters. Their tests are taken in two steps, the first one consisting of an eliminatory written examination in which three tests are included, two of which test language proficiency 5 . The second step is a test of interpreting with scripted role plays.
This overview shows that language proficiency in interpreting seems to be assumed rather than systematically tested. In our project we hypothesize that interpreting into a weaker language is cognitively more demanding, which may affect the interpreting process. For conference interpreting, the effects on interpreting into stronger vs. weaker languages is well covered in directionality studies (see Chmiel 2016; Chang, C-Y 2009; Chang, C. & Schallert 2007; Godijns & Hinderdael 2005) . To the best of our knowledge, this has so far not been covered in process-oriented research of dialogue interpreting.
For our project, the lack of generally accepted tests and levels for determining the language proficiency of dialogue interpreters is problematic for research on the impact of language asymmetry. Heterogeneity in the potential participants presents the risk of creating confounding variables. We therefore needed a method to test participants' language proficiency.
Testing and self-assessing L1 and L2
There are several ways to determine language proficiency in L1 and L2. Research within language testing in general has shown a complex relation between self-assessment and test scores. The correlation between various types of self-assessment and scores from testing is the topic of several studies, although, to our knowledge, not in interpreting studies. Many of them are somewhat based upon the descriptors of the CEFR. Runnels (2016) refers to a review study by Edele et al. (2015) in which more than 30 correlational studies were reviewed with mixed results. Edele et al. conclude (according to Runnels, p. 112 ) that this may be due to the quality of the instruments used, both for self-assessment and for the actual measurement of proficiency. Durán Escribano and Pierce McMahon (2010) studied the correlation between self-assessment and the test score in listening comprehension in the Dialang test (i.e., the language test taken by our participants, see further below). When self-assessing, their participants tended to overestimate their listening comprehension ability. One reason for this may be the fact that the participants were engineering students and L2 speakers of English. Although they were given some instructions on how to self-assess, they may have been less aware of their linguistic capabilities in a foreign language than interpreting students or professional interpreters. Van Onna and Jansen (2006) also studied the correlation between selfassessment scores and Dialang test scores. The participants were professionals in 10 Dutch organizations who were being tested in their native language (Dutch), and another language (English, French or German). The participants tended to overestimate their own proficiency. Runnels (2010, 121) found no reliable correlation between Japanese language students' language proficiency in English, as measured by the TOEIC 6 test, and their self-assessment scores, in terms of the CEFR descriptors, adapted for Japanese conditions. This lack of reliability was stronger for reading comprehension than for listening comprehension.
Working definition and establishing criteria for test specifications
Our working definition of asymmetrical language proficiency of the dialogue interpreter is phrased in terms of stronger and weaker working languages. The definition is individual-specific and situationbased. The stronger working language of a dialogue interpreter in a given interpreting situation is that working language which he/she states as the strongest in self-assessment and/or receives a higher score in a language proficiency test. Accordingly, the weaker working language of a dialogue interpreter in a given interpreting situation is that working language which he/she states as less strong in self-assessment and/or receives a lower score in a language proficiency test. This definition does not consider how the participants acquired their stronger and weaker language. 7 Clearly, this working definition assumes the working hypothesis that interpreters actually do differ in proficiency when it comes to their two working languages. To operationalize this definition, we need a method or test, for determining the level of the participants' language proficiencies.
Our reasoning in finding a suitable test was that we wanted to test their language proficiency in the two interpreting languages, in a way that is task-relevant, but still independent of the particular task of interpreting. Hence, we aim to score their language proficiency and subsequently correlate it with their interpreting performance.
The test would need to answer to the following criteria:
1. Available for a wide range of languages, in order to accommodate our present and future needs (obligatory requirement) 2. Capable of testing (giving valid results) both native and non-native speakers of the tested language (obligatory requirement) 3. Testing proficiency components that we deemed relevant for application in an interpreting situation (obligatory) 4. Easy to administer, via computer/internet (preferable) 5. Giving immediate answer (preferable) The Dialang test seemed to meet at least the obligatory requirements. It is a test developed under the auspices of the Council of Europe and, as indicated by its name, diagnoses the individual's language level (Dialang. Summary, n. d.). As per the Council of Europe's framework for language proficiency (CEFR) (Huhta et al. 2002) , Dialang is available free of charge online 8 , and can be taken by anyone. It tests listening, writing, and reading. One drawback is that it does not test oral production, something that is obviously highly relevant for interpreting. The test is available in Swedish, French and Spanish (plus several other European languages, in total 14). The test matched our first criterion. However, when we recruited a doctoral student who was fluent in Polish, and as a consequence Polish was added to the material, we found that the test was not available in Polish. The Polish participants took the test for Swedish only. Their data is not included in this paper.
In conclusion, in our data, we have two different methods for determining the participants' linguistic background: 1. A sociolinguistic questionnaire on their language background and use as well as their own views on the strengths of their working languages; 2. The Dialang test.
Participants and testing
Participants can be divided in two categories, namely last term students in public service interpreting at the Institute for Interpreting and Translation Studies at Stockholm University, and experienced interpreters who are Swedish state authorized interpreters with at least four years of at least part-time professional experience. All participants in this study have Swedish as one of their working languages (see Table 1 ). The other working languages are French, Spanish and Polish. The reasons for choosing these participants were their accessibility and also the fact that we have mastery of these languages in our research group, which strengthens the analysis. In the self-screening background questionnaire, participants answered the following questions:
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
• Which language(s) do you consider your first language/mother tongue?
• Which language(s) do you consider your strongest?
• How much do you estimate that you use your different languages during your free time (please estimate in in %, it should add up to 100%)? • How much do you estimate that you use your different languages for work and/or education (please estimate in in %, it should add up to 100%)?
Due to space limitations, in this paper we will only discuss answers to the two first questions 9 .
The full Dialang test takes about 2 hours, which was deemed to be too time-consuming in view of the other tests that the participants were asked to go through (see above). They were therefore given only three parts of the test, namely the placement test, which tests vocabulary, the listening proficiency test, and the writing proficiency test. In total the three parts take about 40 minutes to an hour to complete (See Appendix 1 for descriptors of the different levels of these proficiencies in Dialang). The placement test was voluntary. One participant chose not to take it.
Results: language proficiency assessment on an individual level
Participants took the placement test first. The results of the placement tests are presented as a numerical score, with the maximum being 1000 (Huhta 2007) . For listening and written proficiency, the test scores are given as CEFR-levels (A1 etc) (Alderson 2005, 105) . Tables 2 and 3 show the results from the Dialang test with the French and Spanish 10 participants.   INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE As can be seen from Table 2 , in the numerical scores of the Dialang vocabulary test of Swedish results range from 880 to 1000, with a mean value of 970, i.e. a very high proficiency. Also, the participants' proficiency is quite high given their test scores for both listening comprehension and writing skills in Swedish, although with some variation especially for written proficiency. Table 3 shows the Dialang results for the other language, for the French and Spanish participants. Table 3 shows a much more heterogeneous picture at group level for proficiency levels in the other language. This is reflected both in the vocabulary test, which ranges from a rather low 435 up to 1000. The other test scores range from a rather low of A2 up to the highest level C2. At an individual level also, there is more variation than in the results for Swedish proficiency.
INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE
The data show that at group level, we can assume that Swedish is the stronger language. The figures also show that participants seem to have asymmetrical language proficiency.
The data in Tables 2 and 3 indicate the strongest language for each participant based on the Dialang results. We present the data in Table 4 and compare them with the self-reported strongest language from the demographic questionnaire. When comparing the results from Dialang at an individual level and the self-reported strongest language we find that half of the participants show a discrepancy between the language the language they self-report as strongest and the Dialang result.
INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE
On average, the test scores of the participants in this study indicate high language proficiency levels in both their working languages. This is probably due to the recruitment procedure and requirements. The professionals were all state authorized public service interpreters. They have passed several tests, both written and oral, both for terminology relevant to public service interpreting, in both languages, as well as tests in actual interpreting in various settings. It is generally acknowledged that these tests are quite difficult to pass and require previous experience as an interpreter. Previous training is also preferred. The student participants had less experience in interpreting, but their language proficiency in both working languages had been tested via an admission test upon applying to the university course in public service interpreting.
Discussion and final remarks
The research question of this contribution was to explore how the proficiency in the working languages of a given dialogue interpreter can be defined and determined (by what method and measure?) for further study. In approximately half of the cases, the scores from the Dialang test were not supported by the self-reported strongest language provided in our demographic questionnaire.
There are a few possible reasons for such discrepancies. Firstly, assuming that the Dialang results are valid, vocabulary, writing and listening proficiencies were tested, whereas the question in the questionnaire asked for a holistic self-report on strongest language. Secondly, the language history and environment of the participants is highly diverse and may therefore be difficult to capture adequately both in questionnaires and in testing instruments. We would argue for the importance of using more than one method like triangulation.
The test scores and the answers to the questionnaire (some of which were not reported in this paper) are valuable for our project since they give us deeper knowledge of the background and language proficiency of our participants. The cases that showed a discrepancy as presented in Tables  2-4 are particularly noteworthy. They contribute to a more fine-grained analysis of our data, especially the scripted roleplays.
Dialang was chosen as it is a validated test with easy access and scoring. There were disadvantages also. The first one is that once a participant has finished the test, Dialang presents the result as a score only, with no access to the individual answers. Although Dialang exists in many languages, these are mainly European languages and the test does not cover some common public service interpreting languages, including Farsi or Arabic 11 . The pros still outweigh the cons, however.
The validity of language tests and correlations between different scores such as test scores and selfassessment is usually based on data from cohorts larger than those in this study. Larger groups of participants make it possible to draw conclusions at a group level. Language proficiency testing of dialogue interpreters was not a particularly prominent feature of our project (The Invisible Process), at least initially. The vital importance of coming up with a definition of asymmetrical language proficiency and studying its impact on the interpreting process, however, necessitated further exploration thereof. A more general conclusion is that this is an area in need of further theoretical as well as applied research. They can write complex letters, reports or articles in such a way that helps the reader to notice and remember important points. They can write summaries and reviews of professional or literary texts.
(Council of Europe. Conseil de l'Europe. n.d., pp. 237-238)
